what the institutional priorities are, trying to give everybody some information and updates about what is going on technologically, looking at some of the needs and constraints that are facing this campus, trying to build alliance with all the groups across campus so they were some of the key decision-makers, trying to figure out how we're going to use our resources better and what would be appropriate for this campus, and then looking at some of our technology needs and...at what's out there for the future, in terms of our vision for the use of technology. ...Since we started it's been a real good dialogue, for the people who are on that committee [CTPC]; there's 22 people. It's a diverse group; it's a very informed group. I think they really are sincere in trying to look at the issues for the campus.... Our approach is...pretty clear: ...The focus is on the students; the focus is saying all the things that we use technology for, in support of the academic mission, does have to eventually funnel in and focus on the students....
[A general discussion followed Hoadley's opening remarks, during which discussion Senator Benedict expressed appreciation for the creation of the CTPC steering committee; Senator Lawrence asked about whether the CTPC would continue being an ad-hoc committee or at some time be made a permanent committee (Hoadley indicated there is no plan to make it other than an ad-hoc committee); and Senator Zahlan suggested that members of CTPC visiting various departments on campus, to facilitate and conduct informational sessions, re: technology, would be very valuable. Chatterji noted that, during periods of budgetary constraints, such as the present period, time can be devoted usefully to planning, as well as to educating people about the broad and educationally germane uses of technology at the university.]
At this point, Hoadley handed out his "Proposal for CATS Professional Development Grant Review Committee." Hoadley: ...You can see the proposal, and I'd like to get some reaction from you about the proposal and any suggestions you might have. [The proposal is attached to these Minutes.] [A general discussion followed, during which Senators and guests expressed their opinions and concerns about: the problematic possibility of--or potential for--faculty representation on the committee constituting less than half of the proposed membership; the proposed size of the committee being large; the university's academic mission and use of instructional technology not necessarily being supported by the proposed composition of the committee; the preference for graduate-student representation on the committee because of their technological knowledge; the need for accountability re: the way TEAM and/or TEDE grant money is actually used by grant recipients; the necessity for faculty, staff and students to be selected by their respective constituents to serve on the committee; a possible over-emphasis upon institutional priorities at the expense of individuals' technological pursuits or goals or initiatives; the necessity for having a reliable and agreed-upon rubric by which grant applications are evaluated; and the necessity for creating a CATS PDGR Committee that will have integrity exclusive of specific personalities in administrative positions at any given time.] The Senate decided to discuss further the composition of the CATS PDGR Committee. 
VII

Faculty Senate Comments and Recommendations on the Electronic Writing Portfolio
In response to concerns expressed by faculty constituents, the Faculty Senate discussed the Electronic Writing Portfolio with Committee for the Assessment of Student Learning representatives Janet Cosbey and Mary Hogg; Writing Across the Curriculum Committee representatives Robin Murray and Daiva Markelis; former CAA member Tim Shonk, and concerned faculty member John Allison. Also present at the 25 February discussion were Mary Herrington-Perry, Debra Hopgood, and CAA Chair Nancy Marlow. The following recommendations grow out of the Senate's consideration of faculty concerns and the discussion at the 25 February meeting.
1. The Faculty Senate recommends that the Council for Academic Affairs, the Committee for the Assessment of Student Learning, and the Writing Across the Curriculum Committee, the three bodies primarily charged with determining the means and overseeing the implementation of the assessment of student writing, pool their knowledge and coordinate their efforts.
Additionally, the Senate suggests the inclusion on CASL of a faculty member with specific expertise in teaching and assessing writing.
2. The Senate further recommends that the purpose for collecting samples of student writing be clarified and agreed among the three committees, and that the purpose as agreed upon be made clear to the faculty as a whole. Clearly there is disagreement as to whether, on the one hand, the EWP is intended to insure that individual students write competently as a requirement for graduation, or, on the other, that the EWP is intended to measure improvement in the writing of the entire student body as a result of education at Eastern. The question needs to be resolved to the satisfaction of both students and faculty.
3. The Senate further recommends that the intention of using Electronic Writing Portfolio compilations as "data" that can be used to demonstrate some kind of "value added" be tested by standards applied to research in relevant fields.
In this connection, it should be noted that the samples of writing come from different level classes that may not be taken in the order suggested by the course numbers (a 2000-level general education course could, for instance, be taken by a senior). Additionally, it should be noted that samples of student writing from different disciplines and courses respond to very different assignments and are designed to meet the different criteria applicable to different types of writing.
4. The Senate further recommends that the rubric currently provided to the faculty for the evaluation of EWP submissions be reexamined. It is noted that there are a number of subjective standards (such as "rich, engaging, and/or pertinent details" or "precise and/or rich language"). While such standards may indeed be valid in assessing writing, it may be difficult for a faculty trained in different disciplines to apply them uniformly. Given the difficulties of consistent assessment and the varying criteria for different genres in different disciplines, the Senate requests that the committees reconsider the evaluative component of the EWP procedure. Perhaps going back to indicating that a given writing sample is satisfactory would be a more practical and ultimately more valid method of evaluating EWP submissions.
5. Finally, the Senate recommends that the EWP process be evaluated also in regard to its pedagogical value. Many would agree that the collecting of writing samples (especially if they are selected and revised) as a record of individual student accomplishments in writing can have pedagogical value. However, the committees charged with designing and implementing the process should do all they can to ensure that such is the case, that the process is of value to students. In this regard, the committees may need to consider the university commitment to prevent assessment from intruding into the classroom. An assessment process that takes time and energy away from instruction is not the best process possible.
Date:
April 4 Each Dean of the four academic colleges will determine one representative from his/her college (faculty and/or staff) = 4
The Office of Academic Affairs will determine four at-large representatives (possible combination of faculty, staff, and/or students) = 4
Through the election process facilitated by the Faculty Senate, one faculty member will be selected to represent each of the four academic colleges = 4
Booth Library will determine one representative (faculty or staff) = 1
Total = 13
The total number of 13 reviewers on this committee is large, but it appears to be necessary. My goal all along has been to make sure that the reviewers represent the diverse interests of the campus, especially since "The (PDG) funds are intended to help a person improve his/her technological skills and knowledge in order to enhance, deliver, and/or support classes and programs through the use of instructional technology."
I would appreciate any feedback the Faculty Senate would like to provide before I make my final decision. If anyone needs additional information about the PDG application process, please refer them to the CATS website (<http://cats.eiu.edu/team/teampdg.cfm>).
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